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Jeffrey Martin 
Joyce A Martin 

Antioch, CA 94531-8355 
1924 bit Powcll Ct 

Michael Powel I, Cha iimii 11 
Federal CommunicLitions Commission 
445 12th St S.W 
Washington D C  20554 

RE: (Jphold the interests of American citizens and our democracy! 

Dear Mr. Powell, 

As concerned U.S. citizens and taxpayers, we are deeply disturbed at a recent District o f  
Columbia Court of Appeals decision overturning one of the country's last-remaining regulatory 
protections against media r n o n q a ,  - - and ordering the review ofanother. We strongly urge that 
the FCC fulf i l l  i t s  mission to  protect the public interest by appealing these rulings. 

The court overturned the rule that had prevented one company from owning both television 
stations and cable franchises in a single market. The court claimed that the increased number of 
TV stations today and the competition from the proliferation o f  new services like satellite TV 
make the rule outdated and unnecessary to protect diversity The court also ordered that the FCC 
either justify or rewrite the rule that bars a company from owning television stations which reach 
more than 35 percent 0fU.S.  households, stating that as is, the rule i s  arbitrary and illegal. 

The station ownership cap has been much revised since the 1940s, when networks could only 
own three stations apiece. The numerical l imit was increased a number o f  times over the years 
and finally eliminated by the Telecommunications Act o f  1996, which allowed anetworkto own 
enough stations to reach 35  percent o f  the audience. 

Currently, among broadcast T V  niarkets, one-seventh are monopolies, one-quartcr are duopolies, 
one-halfare tight oliyopolies, and the reht are moderately concentrated. While the nuniber o f T V  
stations increased I h n i  952 to  1,678 between 1975 and W O O ,  the number of station owners has 
actually declined from 543 to 360 in the same period I f t h e  Court o f  Appeals nilin, GJS are 
allowed t o  srand, media divct.sily w i l l  decline even iiiore sharply, as large media corporations 
gobble each other up and move closer to monopoly status in many larye markets. 

We urge you to appeal Ihc C{ iu r~  ol'.\ppcal.; decisi~i i i  oberturiiing the television-cable cross- 
ownership rule to the Supreme C(iui i  W e  alw tirgc that the FCC vigorously delend the '35 
percent telebision o\bnership cap I)? ga thc r in~  and preseniing the ample evidence available that 
this miiiinial \a fes~~ard is c3sential 'I'lie FC'C.5 chiefrespl)nsihility i s  10 uphold the interests o f  
the Americali people. a s  ta\p:i\crs. coiistIiiic'rs, and cit i/ens ol 'a  democracy. We  depend on you 
to preveril rll~illel ser io~s erosicirt ot'diversiiy in  ihe media ripori aliicli a l l  Anlericnns depend for 
the information we need to nioke our democracy work. We need democratic, diverse and 
decentralized media. Please l i i l t i l l  your responsibility to  preserve it. 
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Don Shachan 
P.O. Box 1066 
Middletown. CA 95461 

Michael Powell, Chairman 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th St. S.W. 
Washington DC 20554 

RE: Uphold the interests of American citizens and our democracy! 

Dear Mr. Powell. 

As a concerned U.S. citizen and taxpayer, I am deeplydisturbed at a recent District of Columbia 
Court of Appeals decision overturning one of the country’s last-remaining regulatory protections 
ZgdillSl m d l a  moiiopoly, and ordcriiig h e  review of another. I slrongly urge illat the FCC fulfill 
its mission to protect the public interest by appealing these rulings. 

The court overturned the rule that had prevented one company from owning both television 
stations and cable franchises in a single market. The court claimed that the increased number of 
TV stations today and the competition &om the proliferation of new seMces like satellite TV 
make the rule outdated and unnecessary to protect diversity. The court also ordered that the FCC 
either justify or rewrite the rule that ban  a company from owning television stations which reach 
more than 35 percent of U.S. households, stating that as is, the rule is arbitrary and illegal. 

The station ownership cap has been much revised since the 1940s, when networks could only 
own three stations apiece. The numerical limit was increased a number of times over the years 
and finally eliminated by the Telecommunications Act of 1996, which allowed a network to own 
enough stations to reach 35 percent of the audience. 

Currently, among broadcast TV markets, one-seventh are monopolies, onequarter are duopolies, 
one-half are tight oligopolies, and the rest are moderately concentrated. While the number of TV 
stations increased from 952 to 1,678 between I975 and 2000, the number of station owners has 
actually declined from 543 to 360 in the same period. If the Court of Appeals rulings are 
allowed to stand, media diversity will decline even more sharply, as large media corporations 
gobble each other up and move closer to monopoly status in many large markets. 

I urge you to appeal the Court of Appeals decision overturning the television-cable cross- 
ownership rule to the Supreme Court. I also urge that the FCC vigorously defend the 35 percent 
television ownership cap by gathering and presenting the ample evidence available that this 
minimal safeguard is essential. The FCC’s chief responsibility is to uphold the interests of the 
American people, as taxpayers, consumers, and citizens of a democracy. We depend on you to 
prevent further serious erosion of diversity in the media upon which all Americans depend for 
the information we need to make our democracy work We need democratic, diverse and 
decentralized media. Please fulfill your responsibility to preserve it. 





Karen Lind 
229 Ogden Ave. 
Jers-y C?y, rJ; 07307 

Michael Powell, Chairman 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th St. S.W. 
Washington DC 20554 

RE: Uphoid the iliterest. : K h e r i c a i  citizens and our democracy! 

Dear Mr. Poweli, 

As a concerned U.S. citizen and taxpayer, I am deeply dis:urbed at a recent District of Columbia 
Court of Appeals decision overturning one cfthe country's last-remaining regulatory protections 
againstmmia rr.zrmpolv. ar.? ordering the review oi another. I strongly urge that the FCC fulfill 
its mission to protect the public interes! by appeaiing these rulings. 

The court overturned the rule that had prevented one compaiy from owning both television 
stations and cable franchises in a single market. The court claimed that the increased number of 
TV stations today and the competition from the proliferation of new services like satellite TV 
make the rule outdated and unnecessary to protect diversity. The court also ordered that the FCC 
eithcr justify or rewrite the rule that bars a company from owning television stations which reach 
more than 35 percent of U.S. households, stating that as is, the rule is arbitrary and illegal. 

The station ownership cap has been much revised since the 1940s. when networks could only 
own three stations apiece. The numerical limit was increased a number of times over the years 
and finally eliminated by the Telecommunications Act of 1996, which allowed a network to own 
enol;&! stations to reach 35 percent of the audience. 

Currently, amoiig broadcast TV markets, one-seventh are monopolies, one-quarter are duopolies, 
one-half arc tight oligopolies, and the rest are moderately concentrated. While the number of TV 
stations incrcased From 952 to 1,678 between 1975 and 2000, the number of station owners has 
actually declined from 543 to 360 in the same period. If the Court of Appeals rulings are 
allowed to stand, media diversity will decline even more sharply, as large media corporations 
gcbblc each cthrr up 2nd mcve close1 tn monopoly status in many Isrge ma-kets. 

1 urge you to appeal the Court of Appeals decisim overhmiing the television-cable cross- 
ownership rule to the Supreme Court. I also urgz thai the FCC .vigorously defend &:: 35 percent 
televisior. ownership cap by gathering arid prtsenting the ample evidence avaliaD!r: that thib 
miriirnai sa fyarc l  is essential. The FCC's chiefresponsibility is to u$cid w e  li.k:csts of the 
.4mericar, pecple, 2.: taxpayers, consumers, and citizens o fa  democracy. We depend on you t3 
prrveilt filrther szrizus eroion of diversity in the media upon which all Americans depend for 
the infonnaiion we x e d  to makc our derm:acy work. We need democratic, diverse and 
dccentralized media. P:ease hlfill your iespo::shiiity :o preserve i t .  

-1 P- K en Lind 





David ZeK 
78 Ternce Ave. 
Qaly City, CA 9401 5-3430 

Michael Powell. Chairman 
Fcde:al Cc!nrr:lnicz!iom Cornmis ix  
415 12th SI.  S.W. 
\V;ishingon DC 26554 

R E .  l:phold the icterests of Anierican citilens and our democracy! 

Dear hlr. Pouell. 

A s  a concerned U.S. citizen and taxpayer. I am deeply disturbed at a recent District of Columbia 
C'ourt of Appeals decision overturning one ofthc country's last-remaining regulatory protections 
awiiist n i d i a  monwoly. and ordering the review of another. I g r o m r q e  - h t  the u%brL(ilL 
i!i E:i>SLsI'. !o protc,:! the p u b ! i c _ ~ i c b >  q p c a l i q  thesc -!has. 

The court overturned the rule that had prevented one company from o~wning both television 
stations and cable franchises in a single market. The court claimed that the increased number of 
?\' stations today and the competi!ion from the proliferation of new services like satellite TV 
makc the nile outdated and unnccessary to protect diversity. The court also ordered that the FCC 
cithcr justify or rctvritc the rule that bars a company from o\vning television stations which reach 
nidxe than ? 5  pcrccnt of ILS households. stating that as is, the rule is arbitrary and illegd. 

rlie station ownership cap h u  been much revised since thc 1940s. when networks could only 
o\r.n thrcc stations apiece. The nrmierica,! ! h i t  was increased a.nunibcr of tinics over the years 
arid fir.ally eliminated by,:!ie Trlecon:~i,.i:~a:ions A C I  of lW6, which allowed a nctwork to own 
enough stations to reach 35 pcr:cnL ciftt,e uiidicticc. 

Currently, among broadcast TV n i d c t s ,  cne-seventh are nisnopolies, me-quarter are duopoks, 
oiic-half arc tight oljgopolics. and the rest are molleratcly coiiccr?tnlrcd. While the number of TV 
stations increased from 952 to 1,678 bet.&een 1975 al~tl ,000, t k  number cf station owncrs has 
actually declined from 513 to 360 in thc same period. If  the Court of Aypcals ixlingz are 
allowed to stand. media diversity will decline even morS~sharply, as ~ a r g c  meEorpora t ions  ~~ ~~~~~ 
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n1i=sZfe@%d EZGential. The FCC's chief responsibility i s  to uphold the interests of the 
American people, as taxpayers, consumers, and citizcns of a democracy. We depend on you to 
~V:VCPI further szrious erosion gf  di.icrsity in the media upon which all Arncricans depend for 
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C. Crarner 
Box 84 
Clearwater. FL 33757-0084 
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Michael Powell, Chairman i RECEIVED & INSPECIE6 
I Federal Communications Commission I 

445 12th St. S.W. 
Washington DC 20554 



Craig S. Cramer 
Bgx 84 
Clearwater, FL 33757-0084 

Michael Powell, Chairman 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th St. S.W. 
Washington DC 20554 

RE: Uphold the interests of American citizens and ow democracy! 

Dear Mr. Powell 

As a concerned U.S. citizen and taxpayer, t am deeply disturbed at a recent District of Columbia 
Court of Appeals decision overturning one of the country’s last-remaining regulatory protections 
against meda  mono&, __ ~. and ordering the review of another. I strongly urge that the FCC fulfill 
its mission to protect the public interest by appealing these rulings. 

The court overturned the rule that had prevented one company from owning both television 
stations and cable franchises in a single market. The court claimed that the increased number of 
TV stations today and the competition from the proliferation of new services like satellite TV 
make the rule outdated and unnecessary to protect djversity. The court also ordered that the FCC 
either justify or rewrite the rule that bars a company from owning television stations which reach 
more than 35 percent of U.S. households, stating that as is, the rule is arbitrary and illegal. 

The station ownership cap has been much revised since the 1940s, when networks could only 
own three stations apiece. The numerical limit was increased a number of times over the years 
and finally eliminated by the Telecommunications Act of 1996, which allowed a network to own 
enough stations to reach 35 percent of the audience. 

Currently, among broadcast TV markets, one-seventh are monopolies, one-quarter are duopolies, 
one-half are tight oligopolies, and the rest are moderately concentrated. While the number of TV 
stations increased from 952 to 1,678 between 1975 and 2000, the number of station owners has 
actually declined from 543 to 360 in  the same period. If the Court of Appeals rulings are 
allowed to stand, meda diversity will decline even more sharply, as large mema corporations 
gobble each other up and move closer to monopoly status in many large markets. 

1 urge you to appeal the Court of Appeals decision overturning the television-cable cross- 
ownership rule to the Supreme Court, I also urge that the FCC vigorously defend the 35 percent 
television ownership cap by gathering and presenting the ample evidence available that this 
minimal safeguard is essential. The FCC’s chief responsibility is to uphold the interests of the 
American people, as taxpayers, consumers, and citizens of a democracy. We depend on you to 
prevent further serious erosion of diversity i n  the media upon which all Americans depend for 
the information we need to make our democracy work. We need democratic, diverse and 
decentralized mecha. Please fulfill your responsibility to preserve it, 

Most sincerely, 





Helen Weber 
2538 Warren Ave. N. 
Seattle. WA 98109 

Michael Powell, Chairman 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th St. S.W. 
Washington DC 20554 

RE: Uphold the interests of American citizens and our democracy! 

Dear Mr. Powell. 

As a concerned U.S. citizen and taxpayer, I am deeply disturbed at a recent District of Columbia 
Court of Appeals decision overturning one of the country's last-remaining replatory protections 
against media ~ monopoly, ... ~ .~ .~ and ordering the review of another. I strongly urge that the FCC fulfill 
I ts  mission to protect the public inrerest by appealing these rulings. 

The court overturned the rule that had prevented one company from owning both television 
stations and cable franchises in a single market. The court claimed that the increased number of 
TV stations today and the competition from the proliferation of new services like satellite TV 
make the rule outdated and unnecessary to protect diversity. The court also ordered that the FCC 
either justify or rewrite the rule that bars a company from owni,ng television stations which reach 
more than 35 percent of U.S. households, stating that as is, t h eh l e  is arbitrary and illegal. 

The station ownership cap has been much revised since the 1940s, when networks could only 
own three stations apiece. The numerical limit was increased a number of times over the years 
and finally eliminated by the Telecommunications Act of 1996, which allowed a network to own 
enough stations to reach 35 percent of the audience. 

Currently, d o n g  broadcast TV markets, one-seventh are monopolies, one-quarter are duopolies, 
one-half are tight oligopolies,'qd the rest are moderately concentrated. While the number of TV 
stations increased from 952 to 1,678 between 1975 and 2000, the number of station owners has 
actually declined from 543 to 360 in the same period. If the Court of Appeals rulings are 
allowed to stand, media diversity will decline even more sharply, as large media corporations 
gobble each other up and move closer to monopoly status in many large markets. 

I urge you to appeal the Court of Appeals decision overturning the television-cable cross- 
ownership rule to the Supreme Court. I also urge that the FCC vigorously defend the 35 percent 
television ownership cap by gathering and presenting the ample evidence available that, this 
minimal safeguard is essential. The FCC's chief responsibility is to uphold the interests ofthe 
America4 people, as taxpayers, consumers, and citizens of a.democracy. We depend on you to 
prevent furthcr serious erosion of diversity in the media upon whch all Americans depend for 
the infomation. we need to make our democracy work. We need democratic, diverse and 
decentralized media. Please fulfill your responsibility to preselve it. 

Most sinceiely, 

Helen Weber 
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Hilde Lehmann 
2028 Guizot 
San Diego, CA 92107 

Micliacl Powell. Chairman 
Federal Communications Commission 
435 12th St. S .W.  
Washington DC 20554 

RE: Uphold the iiitcrcsts of American citizcns and our democracy! 

Dear Mr. Powell, 

As a concerned U.S. citizen and taxpayer, I am deeply disturbed at a recent District of Columbia 
Court of Appeals decision overturning one of the counlry's last-remaining regulatory protections 
against media __ ..-~- monopoly, - and ordering the review of another. I strongly urge that the~SCC fulfill  
its mission to protect the public interest by appealing these rulings. 

The court overturned the iule that had prevented one company from owning both television.. ~ 

sl;itions and cable franchises in a single market. The court claimcd that the incrcased r.umher of 
TV slations today and the coinpetition from the proliferotion of new sc;viccs like satellite TV 
m k e  the rule outdiilcd and uniicccssary to protect div,:rsity. The a u r t  also oralcred that the FCC 
eiilicr justify or rewrite the rule that bars a cort i jn iy iio!yt owzirl!j i.:.i.;-;.,;ion stations which r a c h  
more t1i;iii 35 percent 0fU.S. households, stating tha t  2s is, thc mUIc is arhitrary and illcgal. 

The station ownership ca? hi is been mud! revised siuce t.hc 194(?.;. when nclworks could ~ n l y  
own tlircc stations apiece. T!ic i i u~ ie r i ca t  l i m i t  W ~ L ,  iiicreasrd a .i.::l!ber of times over ihe years 
and tinally eliminated by I!ic Te!ccrJmmc;liicslions Ac! o f  1995, xi i icb, a1low:d a network to own 
ciiotish stations to reach 35 percent of the audience. 

Currently. anions broatlc9t ,TV ~niarkcts, one-scvcnth dl c monopolies, one-quartsr are 8?uopolies. 
onc-li;ilf ;ire tight oligopolies, and !IIc rest.qc , .  noderatc!y concenrxtcd. While the i i t ~ r r : ? ~ ~  3f 'T? '  
st;ilioiis increased from $5,2 to I ,678'bety~e&c.I975 and 2000, the number of siztio~iwwnci; kcis 
actually dcc:incd from 543,to 360 inthc samc pcriod. I f  the Court of Appcak rulings are 
allocvcd to stand, media diyersity will decline even more sharply. as large media corporations 
>I' r .bble cadi other up and rxwc c l o w  13 ir,,r.cpoly stnlus ir. many large markels. 

i rirgc you to appcai the Court of Appeals dccision overturning the television-cable cross- 
o\vncrship rule to tlic Suprcinc Court I also urge that the FCC vigo:ously defcnd the 35 percent 
tclwision ownership cap b;/ gathering xid presenting the nmplc cvidence nvailnhlc that this 
minimal saCcg:uard is csse!::.ial. Thc; fC'i's chief,responsibility is ;o uphold the interests of the 
Anicrican pioplc, as taxpr;us, c. ic:wirs.  a:!d ci!iz.rr.s of a dcir,ocrncy. We d c p d ,  on you to 
prcr-cnt fiir~licr serious c;.,*..:ic)r, ot?it,s::iiy ,:; flit. mdi: i.ipon which all AmericaIIj dep<j]j for: 
the iiiCorm;ition we neeti ' .  w k c  O P I  dcniocrac:: work. ,'Ne necd dcnlocratic, di\..trsc arrcl. 
clccciitralic-cd media. Ple:isc tuli.:ll vour rcsponsibiliry to Freservc it. 

, ,  

I . . 

. I ,  . . Uos t  sincergiy, : ~ I  . ,  

. ,  . .  
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Hilde Lehmann 





Sylvia Wolf 
Lao wolf 
10355 Cheviot Dr. 
Los Angeles. CA 90064 

Michael Powell, Chairman 
Federal Communications Commission 
415 i2th StS.W. 
M'skington DC 20554 

KE: UpLld the interests of American citizens anG ourdemocracy! 

Dew Mr. Powell, 

As concerned U.S. citizens and taxpayers, we are deeply disturbed at a recent District of 
Columbiz Caurf of Appeal.. deckion ovrrrtiimine one nf the rounhy's lnrt-remaining regulatory 
pro:xtions against media monopoly, and ordering the review of another. We strongly urge that 
the FCC fulfill i t s  mission to  p G E t  the public interest by appealing these rulings. 

The court overturner! the nile t h d  had p:evenled one conpmy from owning both television 
scations and cable !ranchises in a single mark?t. The couri rlaimeG that th.: i-.c:excd ~ m k r  of 
7'V stations today and the competitior, from the prolikntiori of new szrvines like sa;ci:ite TV 
make the rule ou:dated and unnecessary to protect diversity. The court a!= ordered !hat the FCC 
either justify or rewrite the rule that bars a company t?oomowning tslevision sla?ions which reach 
inore than 35 percent of US. households, stating that as is, h e  rule is arbitmy an@ ikga!. 

The station ownership cap has bzen much rcvised since ths19405, .when neIwo,rks cculd only 
own three stations apiece. Thc,numencal linit was illcreased a n&n@ of times ove:Jhe.yaus 
and finally eliminated bylthe Teiecommunications Act of 1936, whiikdlowed a network to own 

- -~ 

.' , '  . ' ,. 

. , ',: enough stations to reach 35 percxt oi the aodience. . .. . 

. ,  . . .  . .  .. . . . .  . .  

Currently, among broadcasr TV markets, one-seventh are monopoliw, onequarter are duopolies, 
one-half arc tight oligopolics, and tht rest are moderatelyconcentrated. . W d e  the number of TV 
stations increased from 952 to 1,676 between 1975 and 2000, the number of station owners has 
actually declined from 543 to 360 in the same period. If the Court of Appeals rulings are 
a!!c:;.cd to s t a d ,  m d i a  diversitj will dec!ine evc. mort sharply, as Ixge media ccrporalions 
gobble each other up and move closer to monopoly status in many large markets. 

We urge y m  io appeal the Court oFAppeals decision overturning the televisicin~able cross- 
ownership rule to the Supreme Court.. We also urge.that the FCC. vigoiously defend the 35 ' 
percent television ownership cap by gathering and presenting the ample evidence available that 
this niinimal safeguard is essential. ,'&e FCC'schief responsibility is  to uphold the interests Gf 
the American people, as taxpayers, consumers, and citizens o f a  demmiiy-  .We dqKnd on you 
to prszvent further serious erosion of diversity in the media upon which all+~&zl:s dymd for 
the ii1imnation we need to make our democracy work. Weneed dmocr~,c, .Jiverse and . . ,  

decenlralized media. Please fulfill your responsibility to preserve it. 
I,. , . .. . , , .  "I,,. .,:,-<,,,,;., 

I I , .  I . .  
. .  . .  . .  

. , . :: ' .  $bst.sincerely, . .  !,,,$ L :  
- . .  / I ,  .. . , . , .  ' 
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Summer Shafer 
24 Morning View Drive 
Newport Coast, CA 92657 
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Michael Powell 
Federal Communicstlons Commission 
445 12th St. SW 
Washington DC 20554 



summer k shafer 
24 Morning View Drive 
Newport Coast, CA 92657 

Michael Powell, Chairman 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th St. S.W. 
Washington DC 20554 

E: Uphold the interests of American citizens and OUT democracy! 

Dear Mr. Powell, 

As a concerned U.S. citizen and taxpayer, I am deeply disturbed at a recent District of Columbia 
WUI L UL npp-13 UCGISIOII overmnung one ot tne country's last-remaining regulatory protections 
against media monopfi, and ordering the review of another. I strongly urge that the FCC Fulfill 
its mission to protect the public interest by appealing these rulings. 

'The court overturned the rule that had prevented one company h m  owning both television 
stations and cable franchises in a single market. The court claimed tha: the increased number of 
TV stations today and the competition from the proliferation of new senices like satellite TV 
make the mle outdated and unnecessary to protect diversity. The court 31so ordered that the FCC 
either justify or rewrite the rule that bars a company from owring television stations which reach 
more than 35 percent of U S .  households, stating that as is, the rule is arbitrary and illegal. 

The station cjwnership cap has been much revised since'the 1940s. when networks could only 
OWE three stations apiece. The numerical limit was increased a number of times over the years 
and finally eliminated by the Telecomr&&ations Act of 1996. which allowed a network to own 
enough stations to reach 35 percent of the audience. 

Currently, among broadcast 'TV markets, one-seventh are monopolies, onequarter are duopolies, 
one-half are tight oligopolies, and the rest are moderately concentrated. While the number ofTV 
stations increased from 952 to 1,678 between 1975 and 2000, the number of station owners has 
actually declined from 543 to 360 in the same period. If the Court of Appeals rulings are 
allowed to stand, media diversity will decline even more sharply. as large media corporations 
gobble each other up and move closer to monopolystatus in many large markets. 

I urge you to appeal the Court of Appeals decision overtuming'the television-cable cross- 
ownership rule to the Supreme Court. I also'urge that the FCC vigorously defend,the 35 percent 
television ownership cap by gathering &d presenting the ample evidence available that this 
minimal safeguard is essential. The FCC's chief responsibility is to uphold the interests of the 
American people, as taxpayers, consumeis, i d  citizens of a dmocracy. We depend on you to 
prevent further serious erosion of diversity in the media upon which all Amencans depend fir  
the inforination we need to make our democracy work. We need democratic, divene and 
dccentralized media. Please fultill your responsibility to preserve it. 

. ,  . ..< , 

. 

Most sincerely, 
7 , /  

Summer A. Shafe; 
* .  L 

. .  





Catherine Miller 
P.O. Box 577 
Garberville, CA 95542 

Michael Powell, Chairman 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th St. S.W. 
Washington DC 20554 

RE: Uphold the interests of American citizens and our democracy! 

Dear Mr. Powell, 

As a concerned U.S. citizen and taxpayer, I am deeply disturbed at a recent District of Columbia 
Court of Appeals decision overturning one of the country's last-remaining regulatory protections 
against media - mon-& and ordering the review of another. I strongly urge that the FCC fulfill 
its rni?cinn tn protect ihc pehlic !?teres! h; 'ppeali.': !!IC~- n!!inoc a- ' 

The court overturned the rule that had prevented one company f?om o w i n g  both television 
stations and cable franchises in a single market. The court claimed that the increased number of 
TV stations today and the competition from the proliferation of new services like satellite TV 
make the rule outdated and unnecessary to protect diversity. The court also ordered that the FCC 
either justify or rewrite the rule that bars a company from owning television stations which reach 
more than 35 percent of US. households, stating that as is, the rule is arbitrary and illegal. 

The station ownership cap has been much revised since the 1940s, when networks could only 
own three stations apiece. The numerical limit was increased a number of times over the years 
and finally eliminated by the Telecommunications Act of 1996, which allowed a network to own 
enough stations to reach 35 percent of the audience. 

Currently, among broadcast TV markets, one-seventh are monopolies, one-quarter are duopolies, 
one-half are tight oligopolies, and the rest are moderately concentrated. While the number of TV 
stations increased from 952 to 1,678 between 1975 and 2000, the number of station owners has 
actually declined from 543 to 360 in the same period. If the Court of Appeals rulings are 
allowed to stand, media diversity will decline even more sharply, as large media corporations 
gobble each other up and move closer to monopoly status in many large markets. 

I urge you to appeal the Court of Appeals decision overturning the television-cable cross- 
ownership rule to the Supreme Court. I also urge that the FCC vigorously defend the 35 percent 
television ownership cap by gathering and presenting the ample evidence available that this 
minimal safeguard is essential. The FCC's chief responsibility is to uphold the interests of the 
American people, as taxpayers, consumers, and citizens of a democracy. We depend on you to 
prevent further serious erosion of diversity in the media upon which all Americans depend for 
the information we need to make our democracy work. We need democratic, diverse and 
decentralized media. Please fulfill your responsibility to preserve it. 

Most sincerely, 

Catherine Miller 
fi&a<GL 0'- 0 \I &. 
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Carolina Bagnarol 
542 Hillside Rd. 
Emerald Hills, CA 94062 

Michael Powell, Chairman 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th St. S.W. 
Washngton DC 20554 

RE: Uphold the interests of American citizens and our democracy! 

Dear Mr. Powell, 

As a concerned US .  citizen and taxpayer, I am deeply disturbed at a recent District of Columbia 
Court of Appeals decision overturning one of the country’s last-remaining regulatory protections 
against media monopoly, and ordering the review of an0,ther.l strongly urge that the FCC fulfill 
its mission to protect the public interest by appealing these rulings. 

The court overturned the rule that had prevented one coinpan;. fiom owning both television 
stations and cable hnchises in a single market. The court claimed that the increased number of 
TV stations today and the competition from the proliferation of new services like satellite TV 
make the rule outdated and unnecessary to protect diversity. The court also ordered that the FCC 
either justify or rewrite the rule that bars a company from owning television stations which reach 
more than 35 percent of U.S. households, stating that as is, the rule is arbitrary and illegal. 

The station ownership cap has been much revised since the 1940s, when networks could only 
own three stations apiece. The numerical limit was increased a number of times over the years 
and finally eliminated by the Telecommunications Act of i 9 6 ,  wl:ich allowed a network to own 
enough stations to reach 35 percent of the audience. 

Currently, among broadcast TV markets, one-seventh are monopolies, one-quarter are duopolies, 
one-half are tight oligopolies, and the rest are moderately concentrated. While the number of TV 
stations increased ftom 952 to 1,678 between 1975 and 2000, the cumber of station owners has 
actually declined &om 543 to 360 in the same pcriod. If the Court of Appeals rulings are 
allowed to stand, media diversity will decline even more sharply, as large media corporations 
gobble each other up and move closer to monopoly status in many large markets. 

1 urge you to appeal the Court ofAppeals decision overturning the television-cable cross- 
ownership rule to the Supreme Court. I also urge that the FCC vigorously defend the 35 percent 
tclcvision ownership cap by gathering and presenting the ample evidence available that this 
minimal safeguard is essential. The FCC’s chief responsibility is to uphold the interests of the 
American people, as taxpayers, consumers, and citizens of a democracy. We depend on you to 
prevent further serious erosion of diversity in the media upon which all Americans depend for 
the information we need to make our democracy work. We need democratic, diverse and 
decentralized media. Please fulfill your responsibility to preserve it. 
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Trisha Benton 
12646 Balte Rd. 
Ocean City, MD 21842 

Michael Powell, Chairman 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th St. S.W. 
Washington DC 20554 

RE: Uphold the interests of American citizens and ow democracy! 

Dear Mr. Powell, 

As a concerned US .  citizen and taxpayer, I am deeply disturbed at a recent District of Columbia 
Court of Appeals decision overturning one of the country's last-remaining regulatory protections 
against media m o n m b  and ordering the review of another. I strongly urge that the FCC fulfill 
itc. rr.icsics to p:otect !he puh!i: icterest !y qp:!ir.s these TJ!inm a- ' 

The court overturned the rule that had prevented one company from owning both television 
stations and cable franchises in a single market. The court claimed that the increased number of 
TV stations today and the competition fiom the proliferation of new services like satellite TV 
make the rule outdated and unnecessary to protect diversity. The court also ordered that the FCC 
either justify or rewrite the rule that bars a company from owning television stations which reach 
more than 35 percent of U.S. households, stating that as is, the rule is arbitrary and illegal. 

The station ownership cap has been much revised since the 1940s, when networks could only 
own three stations apiece. The numerical limit was increased a number of times over the years 
and finally eliminated by the Telecommunicatians Act or 1996, whch allowed a network to own 
enough stations to reach 35 percent of the audience. 

Currently, among broadcast TV markets, one-seventh are monopolies, one-quarter are duopolies, 
one-half are tight oligopolies, and the rest are moderately concentrated. While the number of TV 
stations increased from 952 to 1,678 between 1975 and 2000, the number of station owners has 
actually declined from 543 to 360 in the same period. If the Court of Appeals rulings are 
allowed to stand, media diversity will decline even more sharply, as large media corporations 
gobble each other up and move closer to monopoly status in many large markets. 

I urge you to appeal the Court of Appeals decision overturning the television-cable cross- 
ownership rule to the Supreme Court. I also urge that the FCC vigorously defend the 35 percent 
television ownership cap by gathering and presenting the ample evidence available that this 
minimal safeguard is essential. The FCC's chief responsibility is to uphold the interests of the 
American people, as taxpayers, consumers, and citizens of a democracy. We depend on you to 
prevent further serious erosion of diversity in the media upon which all Americans depend for 
the information we need to makc our democracy xork. We need democratic, diverse and 
decentralized media. Please fulfill your responsibility to preserve it.  
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Linda Kapfer 
220 E Jackson St. 
Memphis, MO 63555 

Michael Powell, Chairman 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th St. S.W. ’ 

Washington DC 20554 

RE: Uphold the interests of American citizens and our democracy! 

Dear Mr. Powell, 

As a concerned U.S. citizen and taxpayer, I am deeply disturbed at a recent District of Columbia 
Court of Appeals decision overturning one of the country’s last-remaining regulatory protections 
against media monopoly, and ordering the review of another. I strongly urge that the FCC fulfill 
its mission to protect the public interest by appealing these rulings. 

The court overturned the rule that had prevented one company from owning both television 
stations and cable 6anchises in a single market. The court claimed that the increased number of 
TV stations today and the competition 6om the proliferation of new services like satellite TV 
make the rule outdated and unnecessary to protect diversity. The court also ordered that the FCC 
either justify or rewrite the rule that bars a company from owning television stations which reach 
more than 35 percent of U.S. households, stating that as is, the rule is arbitrary and illegal. 

The station ownership cap has been much revised since the 1940s, when networks could only 
own three stations apiece. The numerical limit was increased a number of times over the years 
and finally eliminated by the Telecommunications Act of 1996, which allowed a network to own 
enough stations to reach 35 percent of the audience. 

Currently, among broadcast TV markets, one-seventh are monopolies, one-quarter are duopolies, 
one-halfare tight oligopolies, and the rest are moderately concentrated. While the number ofTV 
stations increased horn 952 to 1,678 between I975 and 2000, the numbeT of station owners has 
actually declined 6om 543 to 360 in the same period. If the Court of Appeals rulings are 
allowed to stand, media diversity will decline even more sharply, as large media corporations 
gobble each other up and move closer to monopoly status in many large markets. 

I urge you to appeal the Court ofAppeals decision overturning the television-cable cross- 
ownership rule to the Supreme Court. I also urge that the FCC vigorously defend the 35 percent 
television ownership cap by gathering and presenting the ample evidence available that this 
minimal safeguard is essential. The FCC’s chief responsibility is to uphold the interests of the 
American people, as taxpayers, consumers, and citizens of a democracy. We depend on you to 
prevent further serious erosion of diversity in the media upon which all Americans depend for 
the information we need to make our democracy work. We need democratic, diverse and 
decentralized media. Please fulf i l l  your responsibility to preserve it. 
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